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THE TREND TOWARD METROPOLITAN AREAS 


N spite of atomic bomb threats, metropolitan areas, most of them target 
] areas, are attracting migrants from rural communities in large numbers. I 

hope you read “How Attractive Is Your City?,”* a bulletin in which we ranked 
211 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the United States on the basis of 
their net inmigration during the past 10 years. We were not concerned with 
the aesthetic characteristics of a city which might make it attractive. Neither 
oceans, mountains, nor lakes entered into our judgment, which was mathe- 
matical and impersonal. We assumed that a city is attractive if it attracts 
people from other areas, and that a city experiencing a net outmigration from 
this standpoint is unattractive. 


The mathematical basis of our computations was as follows. We started 
with the 1960 population of the metropolitan area as defined by the Census. 
We subtracted from this the 1950 population for the same area in order to get 
the net growth or loss in population. We then accumulated all of the births for 
the area and subtracted from them the deaths during the same period. The 
excess of births over deaths represented the natural increase. We then sub- 
tracted the natural increase from the total increase in population in order to 
find the net migratory gain or loss. 


As I studied our printed bulletin I wondered what the migratory gain or 
loss would be of nonmetropolitan areas, and sol had our statistical depart- 
ment compute for me the migratory gain or loss for those areas of each State 
which are not included in the standard metropolitan districts. 


On this impersonal basis we found that only 12 States showed a migratory 
gain in nonmetropolitan areas, and one-fourth of these were heavily populated 
but small eastern States, like Delaware, New Jersey, and Rhode Island. These 
States do not have a great deal of genuine rural population. In 36 States, out- 
migration exceeded inmigration during the 1950-60 period. 


The table on the center spread of this report shows how these figures are 
derived for each State. In the first two columns the 1960 and 1950 populations 





*See The Real Estate Analyst, October 31, 1961, “How Attractive Is Your 
City?” 
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are shown. The third column shows the total migratory gain or loss from 
1950 to 1960 for each State. The fourth, fifth and sixth columns show the mi- 
gratory gain or loss for each State in standard metropolitan areas only -- in 
number, as a percentage of 1950 population, and the ranking of each State on 
the basis of its metropolitan migratory gain or loss. The seventh, eighth and 
ninth columns show the nonmetropolitan migratory gain or loss in number, as 
a percentage of the 1950 population, and the ranking of the State on the basis of 
its nonmetropolitan gain or loss. 


From the impersonal test of migration, Florida is the most attractive of 
the 48 States shown, as all seven of its metropolitan areas have had heavy in- 
migration from 1950 to 1960, and in the bulletin, “How Attractive Is Your 
City?,” these seven fall in the top fifth of all metropolitan areas. Its non- 
metropolitan migratory gain leads all other States by a wide margin, even 
surpassing California by more than 70 percent in actual numbers, and by a still 
larger amount on a percentage basis. In the 10-year period the nonmetropoli- 
tan areas of Florida gained by 13.9 percent in comparison with their popula- 
tion 10 years earlier. Delaware, with relatively little acreage in nonmetro- 
politan areas, gained 6.3 percent. 


The heaviest migratory losses in the United States were in Arkansas, where 
migration was responsible for a loss of 22.3 percent from nonmetropolitan 
areas, and a loss of 0.4 percent from metropolitan areas. Pennsylvania pre- 
sents a rather peculiar picture. In migratory gain or loss in metropolitan 
areas it ranks forty-fourth, while in the migratory gain or loss in the nonmet- 
ropolitan areas it ranks twenty-first. Apparently from this impersonal stand- 
point its nonmetropolitan areas are more attractive than its cities. 


Oklahoma is just the reverse. Its metropolitan net migratory gain placed 
it nineteenth among the 48 States, but its nonmetropolitan migratory loss 
placed it forty-third. Apparently its metropolitan areas are more attractive 
than the remainder of the State. The same would be true of Texas, whose met- 
ropolitan migratory gain placed it tenth, and its nonmetropolitan migratory 
loss placed it thirty-third. 




















